:
b A
wee AL

Pt et
LRV

tege Ready Public Sohools
April 6,2007
Submissionvia ECFS Express

The Alliance for College-ReadyPublic Schools
Contacts: Mark Miller/ Parker Hudnut

523 West 6th Street, Suite 1234

Los Angeles, CA 90014

Telephone: 650-598-0105/ 213-943-4919

Fax: 866-801-8667 / 213-943-4931

Email: erate.laalliance@[camingtech.org]

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
Office of the Secretary

9300 East Hampton Drive

Capitol Heights, MD 20743
Telephone: 1-888-225-5322

Email: mailto:fccinfo@fcc.gov
Hours: 8AM - 3:30PM ET

SUBJECT: Reauest for Review of USAC Decision Dated 2/5/2007
CC DOCKET NO. REFERENCES: 02-6, 96-45

APPLICANT’S BILLED ENTITY NAME: The Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools
APPLICANT’S BILLED ENTITY NUMBER 16028461

Dear Ms. Dortch,

We hereby formally request that the Federal Communications Commission review and reverse
the attached USAC letter dated 2/5/2007, denying the applicant’s appeal of SLD’s prior denial of
all funding for Form 471 #533112, for funding year 2006-2007. Specifically,we ask that the
FCC direct the Schools and Libraries Division of USAC to resume processing our application for
Priority 1 discounts, for Funding Request Numbers 1482663 (Telepacific) and 1483054 (Sprint)
on this application? The applicantmaintains that USAC/SLD erred in its original denial of this
application and then compoundedits error by denial of the appeal. These errors undermine the

' Email to erate. laa! lianceid)!eamingtech.org is our preferred mode of interaction.
2 \We hereby waive further appeal on FRN 1483209 (Gaggle) and on Form 471 #3533143 (Internal
Connections), because the applicantdid not receive the corresponding services.




fundamentsl pUrposes and spirit of the E-Rate program, without, in any way, reducing the Tisks
of fraud, waste or abuse; and in so acting, USACISLD needlessly harms the education of
hundreds of students attending schools qualifying for the highest levels of discount allowed by
this funding mechanism.

The original application was denied funding on the grounds that the applicant is a consortium
and that the applicant’s Consortium Letters of Agency were open-ended as to the time period.
The applicant’s original Appeal to USAC countered as follows:

1. Due to the nature of the entity, a 501(c)(3) Charter Management Organizationwith the
exact same authorized signer, Parker Hudnut, Chief Operating Officer, for every member
entity, Consortium Letters of Agency should not have been necessary in the first place.
The SLD web site clearly states that it is sufficient to provide “some other proof that each
consortium member knew it was represented on the application.” The nature of the
organization, as well as the fact that each Letter of Agency was signed by the exact same
person, clearly qualifies as such proof.

2. The applicant had contacted the Help Desk and obtained a Case Number (21-406026),
relating to other forms required by the SLD, that — due to the nature of this consortium,
with the same person being the authorized signer for every member — clearly implied that
Consortium LOAs were not really necessary for this entity.

3. When the Letters of Agency were provided to the SLD reviewer, he allowed several other
clericallministerial errors to be corrected. In doing so, but then denying funding, the
reviewer clearly operated in bad faith and in violation of the spirit of the program, by
neglecting to mention that he also noticed a problem regarding the time duration allowed
by the provided LOAs. As with the other corrections which were allowed, any reviewer
trying to operate in the spirit of the program —helping honest applicants who are
diligently trying to comply with the rather complex rules of the funding mechanism, in
the best interest of our nation’s students, while preventing fraud, waste and abuse — could
easily have pointed out this problem, and required the applicant to make the necessary
corrections, with initials by the authorized signers.

The applicant does not deny that a clericallministerial error was made in the wording of these
LOA documents. Certainly this unfortunate sequence of events could have been avoided had the
applicant and its consultants implemented perfectly worded Consortium LOAs in the first place,
even though such extra documentationseemed completely superfluous and utterly ludicrous to
prepare at all. Miller Institute, the E-Rate consulting firm, had been concerned that requiring the
applicantto execute such groups of identical and seemingly redundant documents, year after
year, would appear to be “make work,” wasteful of expensive consulting labor and school
resources. The intent of the E-Rate funding mechanism was never to create such complexity and
bureaucracy that schoolswould need to spend significant fractions of their discounts to pay
consultants to wade through elaborate labyrinths of rules and regulations! In light of the nature
of the applicant’s organization — where there could be absolutely no doubt that Parker Hudnut
knew that Parker Hudnut was applying for E-Rate on behalf of each school entity for which
Parker Hudnut was the authorized signer — a simplified, “safety net” form of LOA was adopted.




1n the course of doing so, it only seemed logical to try to simphify matters for futureyears, by
wording them as “once and for all” documents, accidentally overlooking the “limited scope”
requirement. Thiswas not an attempt at fraud, waste, or abuse, nor some sort of deliberate
attempt to avoid compliance with program rules. Had the reviewer chosen to allow a ministerial
correction of these LOAs, or admitted that LOAs were indeed superfluous here, anyway, in light
of the “other proof that the applicantknew it was included on the application”test, only good
could have come from the exercise of such common sense and judgment.

The applicant’s “Charter Management” 501{c)(3) type of school organization is new to the E-
Rate landscape and sufficiently different from, say, a Consortium of Districts and Libraries, that
the requirementto limit the scope of LOAs was simply overlooked in preparing this rather
pointless documentation. A clerical/ministerial error was admittedly made, but it was on a set of
documents that should never have been called for in the first place. Next, Bishop-Perry and
similar FCC orders calling for USAC/SLD to implement the program rules in a fair and
reasonable manner, completely fell by the wayside. USAC/SLD’s approachto interpreting FCC
rulings such as Bishop-Perry appears to be, “anything that is not expressly required, as far as
being reasonable in dealing with school applicants, is forbidden.” This literal-minded, ““guilty
until proven innocent” approach is hardly in the spirit of the program or the best interests of our
nation. FCC once again needs to direct USAC/SLD to apply common sense and good judgment,
while continuing to ensure that there is no fraud, waste or abuse, so as to help our schoolsto

comply with the rules and to receive this desperately needed funding for telecommunicationsand
related services.

There is considerable precedent to overturn this denial. The most obvious is, of course, Bishop-
Perry, which states:

As we recently noted, many E-rate program beneficiaries, particularly small entities, contend that
the application process is complicated, resulting in a significant number of applications for E-rate
support being denied for ministerial, clerical or procedural errors. We find that the actions we
take here to provide relief from these types of errors in the application process will promote the
statutory requirements of section 254(h) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the
Act), by helping to ensure that eligible schools and libraries actually obtain access to discounted
telecommunications and information services. In particular, we believe that by directing USAC to
modify certain application processing procedures and granting a limited waiver of our application
tiling rules, we will provide for a more effectiveapplication processing system that will ensure
eligible schoolsand libraries will be able to realize the intended benefits of the E-rate program as
we consider additional steps to reform and improve the Erate program.

There are other FCC decisionsthat also argue for granting our Request for Review, based on the
intent of the program and the guidance already provided to USAC/SLD by the FCC. For
example, in its Naperville Ruling, released 2/27/2001, FCC states:

10, After considering the totality of the circumstances,we grant Naperville’s Request for Review.
As described below, we believe as a general matter that minimum processing standards can serve
the important purpose of minimizing the administrative costs of the program. Notwithstanding
that fact, however, we conclude that the omission of a response to ltem 22 does not merit retum
of Naperville’s entire applicationunder the totality of the circumstances presented here. Specific
factors that weigh against such return in this instance include the possible confusionresulting



fromthe redesign of the FCC Borm AT\ and its impact onthe minirum processing standards; the
specific request at issue was new to the application; the information omitted in ltem 22 is easily
discerned from the remainder of Naperville’s FCC Form 471; and the substantial completeness of
the remainder of Naperville’s FCC Form 471.

Paragraph 13of this ruling is perhaps most on point for the current case, in that, like in
Naperville, SLD could easily have inferred that all entities in the Alliance consortium were
aware that they were being included on the Form 471 application, since they could see from the
documentation provided that the authorized signer was in fact the same human person in every
instance - a fact “readily available and easily discemable ...”

13.Furthermore, we find from our review of the record that SLD reasonably could have easily
discerned the information omitted in Item 22 in this application from the other information in the
application. After reviewing Naperville’s FCC Form 471, we find that Blocks 4 and 5 of
Naperville’s application provided the necessary information for SLD to conclude with reasonable
certainty what the omitted response to Item 22 was without requiring a detailed review of the
application. First, on Block 4, Naperville indicated that all schools in the district would be
receiving the same shared services, and that there were no requests for different shared services
for different groups of schools.35 Accordingly, if the funding request on Block 5 was for shared
services—which SLD could have determined from Naperville’s response to Item 23j on Block
3347 C.F.R.§ 534,715(c). 34 SLDredesigned the FCC Form 471 in Year 3 to better isolate
information importantto the processing of funding requests. The form used in prior years invited
responses that often did not permit complete review of the underlying funding requests without
substantialadditional analysis by SLD reviewers or contact with the applicant for further
information. The new form, when properly completed, greatly reduces this work as compared to
the form used in Years 1 and 2 because more aspects of the review may be automated and fewer
requests for additional information from applicants are necessary.,, For these reasons, SLD
could have easily determined that the only response on Naperville’s Item 22 would have been to
refer to the only attached Block 4 worksheet. In these circumstances, completing Item 22 required
merely the ministerial act of repeating a fact readily available and easily discemable elsewhere in
the application.

Additional precedent can be found in the FCC’s ruling on a Request for Review by the Tri-River
Educational Computer Association of Marion Ohio, released March 9,2007:

1. In this Order, we grant the request for review filed by the Tri-River Educational Computer
Association (TRECA) of a decision by the Universal Service Administrative Company

(USAC) that denied TRECA funding from the schools and libraries universal service support
mechanism because USAC determined that TRECA failed to provide evidence of its authority to
represent its consortium members. We remand the underlying application to USAC for action
consistent with this Order, and, to ensure that it is resolved expeditiously, we direct USAC to
issue an award or a denial based on a complete review and analysis no later than 60 days from
release of this Order.

Later in the above ruling, the FCC describes various circumstancesin which other evidence that
the members of a consortium knew that they were included in an E-Rate application can suffice
in lieu of a Consortium LOA.




Similarly ,in itStuling On a Request for Review filed by Glendale Unified School District, dated
21112006, the FCC noted that it can and does “waive any provision of itsrules on its ownmotion
... When strict compliance [would be] inconsistent with the public interest.” In the current case,
funding has been denied to a deserving and needy school organizationthat serves some of the
poorest students in our nation, for no good reason beyond the USAC/SLD reviewer’s desire to
assert his authority to deny funding over what is at best a harmless technicality.

In its denial of the applicant’s original USAC/SLD-level Appeal, the SLD claimed that the
applicant failed to provide evidence and certifications of its authority to file FCC Forms 471 and
to order Telecommunications Services on behalf of the members of the consortium. To the
contrary, every form of documentationrequested by the SLD was provided, and, in particular,
the Letters of Agency and Form 471 both contain sworn statementsto this effect, and the SLD
had previously examined copies of signed contracts ordering such services on behalf of every
entity, executed by Parker Hudnut. The fact that the dates covered by the documentation
extended to future years does not change the fact that the statementswere true, and certified as
true, at the time submitted and at the time of the Appeal. The applicant’sright to provide new
information and supporting documentation (so long as it does not contradict information already
in evidence) — such as that the same person is the authorized signer for every entity involved—
was affirmed in the FCC’s granting of a Request for Review by Shawano-Gresham School
District released on 2/6/2004.

Although other precedents could possibly be cited, we close with one final example. In a
Request for Review by Project Interconnect, released 7111/2001, the FCC partially overturned
the SLD’s denial of funding in a case relating to Consortium Letters of Agency. In this case,
there actually were a few members who were unaware that they were part of the consortium; and
FCC ruled that SLD acted correctly in denying funding to those members. However, it reversed
the SLD’s decision to deny funding to the entire consortium simply due to an error involving
only a small number of members. What is most relevant to this particular case is that, when the
existing “Letters of Participation” were found to be inadequate documentation of the consortium
leader’s right to act on behalf of the other members, the SLD reviewer required new Letters of
Agency to be provided, correctingthe deficiencies. Then, those letters of agency were
subsequently found by FCC to be adequate documentation to reverse the denial for the majority
of consortiummembers who had in fact been aware of their participation, noting:

...\\e find that Project Interconnect substantially complied with SLD’s request by obtaining
Letters of Agency fromthe vast majority of its member school districts in a timely fashion.
We conclude that to deny the entire application under these circumstances would unfairly
penalize the entire consortium where only a few members of the consortium failed to produce
the requested documentation. Further, it would tend to make applicants reluctant to risk
applying as consortia, in contraventionto the Commission’s stated desire to “encourage
schoolsand libraries to aggregate their demand with others to create a consortium with
sufficient demand to attract competitors and thereby negotiate lower rates ...

In light of these facts and precedents, we urge the FCC to grant our Request for Review and
direct USAC/SLD to resume processing of the applicant’s Priority 1 Form 471 application for
2006-2007. Doing so serves the best interests of our nation, by not denying access to essential
telecommunicationsservices over innocent, trivial, ministerial errors in the applicationprocess
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and by reaffirming that common sense and good judgment should be the criteria to apply when
interpreting the rules of this extremely valuable but complex funding mechanism.

In preparing this Request for Review, The Miller Institute for Learning with Technology has
relied upon information provided to us by The Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools. We
appreciate the efforts of the FCC to ensure access to telecommunicationsand related

technologies for all the schools in our nation.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark L. Miller, Ph.D.

The Miller Institute for Learning with Technology
E-Rate Consultantto Applicant

ConsultantLetter of Agency on File at USAC

Attachments:
o Copy of 2/5/2007 Letter from USAC Denying Appeal
e Copy of Relevant Pages from 10/13/2006 Appeal to USAC
* Copy of Form 471 #533112

Original submitted using ECFS Express
Backup copy sent via express courier service
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Universal Service Administrative Company
schools & Libraries Division

USA

Administrator'$ Decision nn Appeal — Funding Year 2006-2007

February 05,2007

Parker Hudnut

Alliance For College-Ready Public Schools
523 West 6th Street, Jite 1234

Los Angeles, CA 90014

Re: Applicant Name: ALLIANCE FOR COLLEGE-READY
PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Billed Entity Number: 16028461

Form 471 Application Number: 533112
Funding Request Number(s): 1482663,1483054,1483209
Your Correspondence Dated: October 13,2006

After thorough review and investigationofall relevant facts,the Schoolsand Libraties
Division (SLD)of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has made its
decision in regard to your appeal of USAC's Funding Year 2006 Funding Commitment
Decision Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the
basis of USAC's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60 day time period for
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). If your
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note that you will
receive a separate letter for each application,

Funding Reguest Number(s): 1482663,1483054,1483209
Decision on Appeal: Denied
Explanation:

e During the Appeal review, USAC thoroughly assessed the facts presented in the
appeal letter, the relevant documentation on file, and the FCC Rules and
Proceduresbefore making its determination on your appeal. The record shows
that you filed your Form 471 application as a Consortium. During Program
Integrity Assurance (PLA), PIA requested the consortium leader to provide copies
of documentation that confirms Alliance For College-Ready Public Schools
authorization to represent all of the entities Featured on the Form 471. The record
also showsthat Alliance For College-Ready Public Schools suomitted Letters of
Agency (LOA) as evidence that establishes their authorization to represent all of
the entities featured on the Form 471. The Schoolsand Libraries Support
Mechanism requires that LOAs must contain the following information: The

Box 125 Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jelfersen Rosd, Whippany. New Jersey 07981
Visit us online at* www.sl.unfvarsalservice.ory
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The Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools

October 13,2006

Universal Service Administrative Company
Letter of Appeal

Schoolsand Libraries Program

Box 125 - CorrespondenceUnit

80 South Jefferson Road

Whippany, NJ 07981

SUBJECT Letter of Appeal for FCDLS dated 8/15/06, for Forms 471#533143 and
#533122

Dear USAC Appeals Department:

The Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools respectfully submitsthis formal appeal of
recent decisions by the SLDto deny all funding for all FRNs on our two aforementioned
Form 471 applications for Funding Year 2006-2007. This is a formal appeal as further
detailed in the following pages. The organization of this document follows the official SLD
guidelines for a Letter of Appeal, plus supporting attachments including copies of the two
FCDLs in question.

Our applicationswere prepared and submitted in compliance with all of the rules of the
E-Rate program:  We hereby request that SLD reverse this unfair denial and resume
processing our two applications. The decisionto deny our funding was incorrect, for at least
three reasons: (1) arule relating to letters of agency for consortium members was
improperly applied to a Charter School Management organization, in a manner that defies
logic and common sense; (2) a Help Desk Case Number had been obtained corroborating
that this rule wasinapplicableto our situation; (3) the overly strict interpretation of this rule
by a P.LA. reviewer directly contradictsthe intentand spirit of the Bishop Parry order.
Deserving schools that have done nothing improper are being denied funding, based on a
technicality that should not have applied in the first place and could certainly have been
easily corrected. Moreover, these schools serve some of the most needy students in our
nation, many of whom lack even rudimentary technology access at home. This denial
underminesthe essential purpose of the E-Rate program. Unfortunately, such occasional
poor decisions have caused some educators © become cynical about participating in the E-
Rate program, despite the tremendous benefitsthey could realize for their students.

In the following pages, we provide detailed support for this appeal, organized in the required
format. Thank you for considering aur appeal and for your effortsto ensure that all children
in our country have access to modern telecommunicationsand technology resources. e
trust in your wisdom to reverse these two unfounded, misguided, and unjust 471 application
denials.

P y submitted this 13™ day of October 2006,

Parker Hudnut, Chief Operating Officer (Authorized Officiat)
Allianeefor College-ReadyPublic Scagols

523 West Sixth Strect. Suite 1234 Los Angeles, California 00014 phone 2139434930 fax 213 943 4Bl wwwi.laallianceorg




(LETTERHEAD)

October 13,2006

Universal Service Administrative Company
Letter of Appeal

Schoolsand Libraries Program

Box 125 - Correspondence Unit

80 South Jefferson Road

Whippany, NJ 07981

SUBJECT: Letter of Appeal for FCDLs dated 8/15/06, for Forms 471 #533143 and #533122
Dear USAC Appeals Department:

The Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools respectfully submits this formal appeal of recent
decisions by the SLD to deny all funding for all FRNs on our two aforementioned Form 471
applications for Funding Year 2006-2007. This is aformal appeal as further detailed in the
following pages. The organization of this document follows the official SLD guidelines for a
Letter of Appeal, plus supporting attachments including copies of the two FCDLs in question.

Our applications were prepared and submitted in compliance with all of the rules of the E-Rate
program. We hereby request that SLD reverse this unfair denial and resume processing our two
applications. The decision to deny our funding was incorrect, for at least three reasons: (1) arule
relating to letters of agency for consortium members was improperly applied to a Charter School
Management organization, in a manner that defies logic and common sense; (2) a Help Desk
Case Number had been obtained corroborating that this rule was inapplicable to our situation; (3)
the overly strict interpretation of this rule by a P.I.A. reviewer directly contradicts the intent and
spirit of the Bishop Perry order. Deserving schoolsthat have done nothing improper are being
denied funding, based on a technicality that should not have applied in the first place and could
certainly have been easily corrected. Moreover, these schools serve some of the most needy
students in our nation, many of whom lack even rudimentary technology access at home. This
denial undermines the essential purpose of the E-Rate program. Unfortunately, such occasional
poor decisions have caused some educatorsto become cynical about participating in the E-Rate
program, despite the tremendous benefits they could realize for their students.

In the following pages, we provide detailed support for this appeal, organized in the required
format. Thank you for considering our appeal and for your efforts to ensure that all children in
our country have access to modem telecommunications and technology resources. We trust in
your wisdom to reverse these two unfounded, misguided, and unjust 471 application denials.

Respectfully submitted this 13™ day of October 2006,

Parker Hudnut, Chief Operating Officer (Authorized Official)
Alliancefor College-Ready Public Schools
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specifictimeframe the LOA or authorizing document covers. Since 180% of the
LO4s Alliance For College-Ready Public Schools provided did not meet this
guideline, the LOAs cannot be accepted as valid documentation to support the
raquested discount. Programrules do not permit USAC to accept new

informationon appeal.exeept Where N applicant Was not given an opporhanity 0
provide information during the initial review, or when an srror was made by
USAC. Onappeal, you have failed to provide any evidence that USAC has erred
in its initial decision. Consequently, your appeal is denied.

e You failed to provide evidence of your authorityto file FCC Forms 471 on behalf
of, or evidence of. the membership of all the members included in this
consortium, FCC Rules require that the Form 471 shall be signed by the person
authorized to order telecommunicationsand other supported services for the
eligible schools or libraries or the consortium. The Form 471 shall include that
person's various certifications under oath, submitted On behalf of eligible entities
applying for discounts. 47 CF.R. sec. 54504 (¢X1). Cruring the course ofthe
applicationreview,USAC may seek documentation to confirm the consortium
leader's authorizationto representall entities in the application, proof of each
entity"s membership in the consortium and their knowledge o ffiling of the
applicable Form(s) 471 ontheir behalf. The FCC has affirmed USAC's authority
to require consortia leaders to produce Letters of Agency from each ofits
membets expressly authorizing the consortium leader to submit an application on
its behalf. See Request for Review by Project Interconnect, Federal-State Joint
Board on Universal Service, Changes to the Board of Directors of the National
Exchangs Carrier Association, In¢., CC Docket Nos. 96-45 and 97-21, Order, DA
011620 paras. 8-9 (rel. Jul. 11,2001) See Instructions for Completing the
Schoolsand Libraries Universal Service, Services Ordered and Certification Form
(FCC Form 471), OMB 3060-0806 at ltem 33.

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has beenreduced or denied, you may
appeal these decisionsto sither USAC or the FCC. For appeals that have been denied n
full, partially approved, dismissed, or canceled, you may filean appeal with the FCC.
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC.
Your appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter.
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. 1f you
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the
Secretary, 445 12th street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further information and options
for filing an appeal dirsctly Wilh the FCC can be found in the *AppealsProcedure”
posted in the Reference Area ofthe SLD sectiion of the USAC webssite or by contacting
the Client Service Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing
options.

We thank you for your ¢ontinued support, patience and cooperation during the appeal
process.

Schoolsand Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company

Box 125 - Correspondence Linit, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany. New Jersey 07981
Visit us online at: www. sl univarsalsarvics.ory




Letter of Appeal for FCDLs dated 8/15/06, for Forms 471 #333143 and #533111
Detailed Documentation

Alliance for College-ReadyPublic Schools
October 13,2006

1. Write and mailyour letterto:

Letter of Appeal

Schools and Libraries Division+ Correspondence Unit

100 S. Jefferson Rd

P.C. Box 902

Whippany, NJ 07981
Appeals may also be submitted electronically, either by electronic mail{g-mait) or by fax.
Appeals submitted by e-mail mustbe sentto appeals@s|.universalservice.ora usingyour
organization's e-mail account. Appeals submitted by e-mail will be considered "postmarked" on a business
day ifthey are sent from the sender's computer at any time up to 12:00 a.m. (midnight) in the sender's local
time zone. Appeals submitted after that time will be considered"postmarked" on the next business day.

Documents submitted by e-mail can be in any widely used word processingformat, such as Adobe Portable
DocumentFormat (PDF), MicrosoflWord, or WordPerfect. USAC will automaticallyreply to incoming e-mails
to confirm receipt. You are advised to keep a copy of this e-mail confirmationfor your records. This e-mail
address can only be usedfor appeals.

Appeals submitted by fax must be sentto 1-973-599-6542. The fax transmission should include a cover sheet
listing contact name, phone number, and - if available - an e-mail address. Fax transmissions will be
considered "postmarked" on a business day if the complete transmission is sent from the sender's fax
machine by any time upto 12:00 am. (midnight) inthe sender's localtime zone. Appeals submitted after that
time will be considered "postmarked” on the next business day. You are advised to keep a copy of your fax
confirmation sheet for your records.

2. Provide detailed contact information.

Applicant Name: Alliance For College-Ready Public Schools
Applicant BEN: 16028461
Authorized Person: Parker Hudnut

Title of Authorized person: Chief Operating Officer

Street Address: 523 West 6th Street, Suite 1234
Los Angeles, CA 90014
Telephone number: 213-943-4930
Fax number: 866-801-8667
E-mail: erate.laal@learningtech.org
Authorized Consultants: The Miller Institute for Learning with Technology

Mark L. Miller or Don Peck (LOA on file)
Preferred method of contact: E-mail




3. Identify which USAC action you are appealing. Note the title of the document containing the USAC action
you are appealing, the relevant Funding Year, and the date of the document. State that your letteris an
“appeal.”

This letter is an appeal of two related Funding Commitment Decision Letters (for
Forms 471 #533143 and #533122), both dated 8/15/2006, for Funding Year 2006-2007,

issued by the SLD to the Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools. Copies of these
two FCDLs are attached.

The specific action being appealed is the denial of all funding on every FRN. The stated
reason for funding denial, in every case, was that “a substantial number of the Letters of
Agency or other documentation authorizing the filing of the Form 41! did not cover the
current funding year.” Our justification for challenging these denials is detailed in the
appropriate section below.

4. Your letter of appeal must also include the Billed Enfity Name, the relevant form
application number (if available), and the Billed Entity Number

Billed Entity Name: Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools
Billed Entity Number: 16028461
Form Application Numbers: Forms 471, #533143 and #533122

5. Explainyour appeal and include copies of all relevant documentation. Please provide as much detailed
information as possible.When explaining your appeal, copy the language or text from the decision that is at
the heart of your appeal to allow USAC to more readily understandyour appeal and respond appropriately.
Please keep your letterto the point,and provide documentationto supportyour appeal. Be sure to keep
copies of your correspondenceand documentation.

To our shock and dismay —after diligently following the rules of the E-Rate program—
all funding for every FRN was denied by the two FCDLs being appealed here. The stated
reason for funding denial, in every case, was that *‘a substantial number of the Letters of
Agency or other documentation authorizing the filing of the Form 471 did not cover the
current funding year.” There are at least three compelling reasons why this statement is
both false and unfair as a basis for denial of these two Form 471 applications. First, it
will be necessary to clarify exactly what was meant by the statement that “a substantial
number of the Letters of Agency or other documentation authorizing the filing of the
form 411 did not cover the current funding year,” since in any common sense
interpretation it is not even true and was baffling to the school and its consultants.

During the 2-3 days immediately following the issuance of these two FCDLs, the
consultants for ACRPS made multiple attempts to contact the SLD to understand both the
reasoning behind the seemingly false statement and the resultant denial of funding. In
addition to the Help Desk, we spoke with Mr. Douglas May, the P.I.A. reviewer
responsible for this decision. It was explained to us that:

(a) the phrase “or other documentation” isjust “boilerplate” and did not actually
apply to this situation;




() the concern was specifically with the Letters of Agency that had been
provided upon request during P.L.A.

(c) the issue was not that they did not cover the current funding year, hut that
they were “open-ended and covered too many other funding years, in
addition to the current funding year.

There are at least three compelling reasons why this denial should be overturned.

1. The first and foremost is that Consortium Letters of Agency should not have been
required at @/ in the case of this unusual entity. Here is why.

The Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools [ACRPS] is a nonprofit Charter
Management Organization whose mission is to open and operate a network of excellent
small high-performing 9-12 and 6-8 public schools, in historically underachieving, low
income, overcrowded communities in Los Angeles that will significantly outperform
other public schools in preparing students to enter and succeed in college. As such,
ACRPS has established successful and replicable models for middle schools and high
schools. Each new school that is opened follows the successful pattern of the existing
schools and is centrally managed by the CMO. No such organizations even existed at the
time that the E-Rate program tules were being devised. CMOs operate much like a small
school district. It is only because of their novelty relative to the structures contemplated
in the early days of the SLD that CMOs must apply for E-Rate using the “consortium”
model. Unlike the sort of “consortium” of somewhat-unlike entities probably envisioned
by designers of the program, the authorized signer for every member school in a CMO is
typically the same individual, usually the Chief Operating Officer or Chief Business
Official. In the case of ACRPS, Mr. Parker Hudnut is the Authorized Signerfor the
“consortium” and is also the 4uthorized Signerfor eack individual school in the
organization.

The SLD web site clearly states (highlighting added):

In certain situations, other documentation may be accepted as proof of
authorization. For example, for consortium applications, the consortium
lead member must either collect Letters of Agency from each consortium
member or be able to provide Some other proof that each consortium
member knew it was represented on the application. Consortia which
have a statutory or regulatory basis and for which participation by
schools or libraries IS mandatory must be able to provide documentation
supporting this certification, including copies of the relevant state statute
or regulation.

Since the Authorized Signer for each consortium member of ACRPS is the exact same
individual, Mr. Parker Hudnut, logic and common sense overwhelmingly prove the
conclusion that he knew that each school was reuresented on the auulication. Letters of
Agency should not have been required at all.

Nevertheless, in a spirit of “keeping your pants up using both belt and suspenders,”
Parker Hudnut actually went through the seemingly ridiculous exercise of writing a
“letter to himself’ for each billed entity participating in the “consortium” (i.c., all the
schools in the CMO). Because it seemed patently absurd to do this at all, ACRPS
attempted to “take care of it once and for all,” writing the letters to cover “all funding
years” (not noticing the other wording on the SLD web site disallowing this). This
unfortunate wording—an attempt to avoid wasting time on silliness year after year--on
letters that should never have been needed at all, was the entire basis for a devastating




denial of funding. A sample Letter of Agency, as reviewed by P.I.A., is attached.

2. The applicant’s consultant had obtained a Case Number from the Help Desk, relating
to another form, wherein the advice clearly implied, as a I-step inference, that the Letters
of Agency were actually entirely unnceessary--as believed by the applicant from the
beginning—due to the unusual nature of this Charter Management Organization.

Specifically, in case #21-406026, on April 11, 2006, Dr. Mark Miller, consultant to
ACRPS, spoke with Mr. John Keim at 2:25 PDT regarding whether it was necessary for
each school in the CMO (each “member” of the “consortium”) to execute a Form 479 and
check the corresponding box on a Form 486. Mr. Keim indicated that, since the
Authorized Signer would he the same in every case (i.e., Mr. Parker Hudnut), it was
indeed “silly” to sign N identical agreements with oneself. He stated that, so long as the
schools were indeed compliant with CIPA, and that the Authorized Signer for the CMO
was indeed authorized to certify this for each of the entities, it would not he necessary to
execute N identical Form 479s. This is the exact same line of reasoning and common
sense described in our Reason #1 above, with a Case Number to back it up.

3. Even if one were to take the illogical position that N “Letters of Agency to Oneself’
are necessary, in order to he sure that one knows what oneself is doing, when the same
person is the Authorized Signer in every case, and even acknowledging that the SLD web
site does state that such letters should be limited to a few years at a time, then correcting
this problem with the Letters of Agency that were submitted surefy should be considered
a ministerial, clerical or procedural error -- intended to he covered by the Bishop Perry
order. Ironically, there were in fact other ministerial errors on one or two of the LOAs,
as first submitted to P.I.A. in particular, there was a date shown in December 2006,
which of course could not have been correct; it had been intended to he December 2005.
(How often has each of us written the wrong year on a personal check, in December or
January?) Moreover, the applicant wes allowed to correct those LOAs, by crossing out
the error, writing in the correct date, and initialing. Fixing a simple, honest error of this
sort is in the spirit of the program —as emphasized by the Bishop Perry order—and
enables struggling schools to participate in a complex program without the fear of dire
consequences for a minor error. To err is human, hut the costs involved in applying
(writing a Tech Plan, using consultants, going through extensive P.l.A.)can make E-Rate
a high risk gamble, for schools that can least afford it, when such a minor error might
result in denial). The rules are there to prevent fraud, waste, and abuse - not to establish
an adversarial relationship where schools are treated like criminals (simply because they
applied for funding hut made a small mistake while sincerely trying to comply with the
rules of the program). How hard would it have been for Mr. May to say to the applicant’s
consultants: “I noticed a problem with those Letters of Agency - they are not supposed to
he open-ended - please cross out the phrase “all years’ and write in ‘Funding Year 2006-
2007’ and then have the Authorized Signer initial the correction?” With just a little
common sense, and the goal to actually help deserving schools access needed resources,
all of this pain could have been avoided. Rather than taking the narrow and unhelpful
view that this might not have heen one of the specifically enumerated examples of
ministerial errors thought of and included when drafting the Bishop Perry order, we urge
USAC to take the view that this is PRECISELY the sort of hair-splitting, unjust denial
that that order was trying to eliminate. The intent of the program is to ensure that the
most needy schools, so long as they comply with the key elements of the E-Rate program




(such as competitive bidding), can obtain crucial resources. E-Rate has done wonderful
things for education: something like 98%0f K-12 schools in the U.S. now have Internet
access -- and E-Rate deserves most of the credit for that. It is a tragedy and a gross
miscarriage of justice to deny funding to the poorest of the poor, because of two or three
ill-considered words on a form that clearly should not even have been applicable in the
first place! There is no fraud, waste, or abuse here. These are the kids who were born on
the wrong side of the digital divide. Please reverse this denial and change their lives.

6. Provide an authorized signature on your letter of appeal when you file your appeal by
mail, by express delivery service, by hand delivery, or by facsimile. Whenyou file your
appeal, you must include the name, title, telephone number, and e-mail, if available, of
the authorized person.

The first page of this letter of appeal provides the authorized signature of Parker Hudnut, Chief
Operating Officer, Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools. All of the requested contact
information has been provided under Question #2 above.

Attachments:
- Two Funding Commitment Decision Letters dated 8/15/06
- Sample Consortium Letter of Agency
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A GUIDE TO THE BEUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

A report.£eor each funding reguast ou¥ applicption i tached to this letter. Wwe
are rOV|§Eng tﬁe following efinit?oxﬁ fogpghe Ekens %% %ﬁa%crgpor%.

ESRMSﬂ 1 APPLICATTON NUMBER: The unique identifier assigned to a Form 471 application

EVNDIN REQUEST NUMBER {sau%z_a Eunding{keﬁue + Number is assigned by USAC to each
ock & o EOUF Form 471, This nwm ey 15 Sea to report to applicants and service
providers the status of individual funding requests submitted.

FUNDING STATUS: Eaeh FRN will have one of the following statuses:

1. *"Funded’” - the FRN is a i i
leve reau%st unless BEEEV EtigﬁiﬁﬂngEFingTQEefgggffga!EXE'r@bléwgﬁPSESééytEStthe
sone adjastment i= appropriate.

2. "'Not Funded"' .- the F%} is one for which no funds were cammitted. _The reason for the
gchﬁﬁon will pe br y 53g ained jn the “Fundang Commitment Decision Explanagion®
nay be Nit undad cauce the request Jdo€r not comply with program rules, or
becaug e total amount of Tunding available for the Funding Year was insufficient
te fund all requests.

3. ""As Yet Unfunded'" - a tempor status, assigned to an _FRN when USAC is uncertnin at
he time tﬁe qetter I'S seR% gggut_w ether s%¥$|C|ent_funNs exist to make commitments
9r ra%ye%is for I% ernal Connec |0n? Otger than Basi Maéntenance or Basic Maintenance
or Jotcrn ar . z:¥0yr

conpe ons at =a rcicu 1Scoun /1 or exanmple, 1
g.gg 1earion mc?uge requastsp%r 8ISCOUHt on bOtE elecommunications ces and

ernal Connectiong, you might recelve a ietter with funding commitments for your
Teleconmunicatf ne géf%%ces unding requ$s S an? with an ﬁag Yet bﬁ?unaedE stg us
on {on Interna COHnE%tIgDS requeSts. ~ You wou q recelye one or more subsequent
lstters regarding the funding decisions on your Internal Cennections requesfs,

CATEGORY OF SERVICE: The type of service ordered from the service provider, as shewn
on your Form 47t.

FORM 470 APPLICATION NUMBER: _The Form 470 Application Number associated with this FRN
from Block 5, Iten 12 of ths Forn A71. PP Nunber

_(Servi ider. ificatj - i
S Errsct Brovideradont fication, nber)s & 0ok DUnter gshned. b, USICGHRy
is also Used to verify delivery Of services and to arrange Tor payment.

SERVICE PROVIDER NAME: The legal name of the service provider.

CONTRACT NUMBER: The number of the contract between the elagible party and the i
provider, if a cont?act:number was pr0VIgé& on your Fern 47?. party ervice

BILLING ACCOUNT NUMBER: The acco¥nt nuT?er that your service provider has established
with you for billing purposes, 1t a Billing Account Bumbayr was provided on your Form 471.

gggzrg;lsTART DATE! The Service Start Date for this FRN from Block 5, Item 19 of your

ONTRACT EXPIRATION DATE: Contract Expiration D for this rom Block_5,
?tem 20b of your Form 451,TF? a contract gxp?rat?onaaate was pro%%geg on your Form 471.

RITE LDENTIEIER: The Enfity Number listed in Fora 471, Block 5, Item 22a for
site specific™ ERNs only.

NUMBER OF MONTHS EECURRING SERVICE ?ﬁoviﬁ IN SUNDING YEAR: The number of months of
service that has [een approved for the funding year, Tor recurring Services.

ANNUAL PRE—DIS&O¥NT‘AMOUNT_FORCELIGIBLE RECU%RIﬁG CHARGES: Eligible mogthl ?re—discount
amount roved Tor securring charges multiplied by number of menthzs OfF recurring service
approved  ¥er the funding year.

ANNUAL PRE-DISCOUNT AMOUNT FO% ELIGIBLBfHOHtRECURRIHG CHARGES: Annual eligible
non-recurring charges approved €ar the funding year.

PRE-DISCQUNT AMQUNT: Amount in Form 471, Block 5, Item 231, as determined through the
application review process.

FCDL/8chools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 3 of 6 08/15/2006
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DISCOUNT PERCENTAGE APPROVED BY USAC: The discount rate that usaé approved for this
se

FUNDING COMMITMENT DECISION! The'total amount of fundlng that ysA¢ has reserved to
relmburse Xour ferV|ceaEgOV| er or Ehe ag rove discounts for this service for this

§AC SZId be 1nvoice 8‘?% urseme t of ¥3§§ss:§¥icﬁe ggédgﬁl§efggne11gible,
approve services actually ren

FUNDANG %pm%%¥%FQIHEEEJ§AQNDgérLANAT;ON This entry provides an explanationh of the amount

FCDL DATE: The date of this Funding Commitment Decision Letter (FCDL)
WAVE NUMBER: The Wave number assigned to FcpLs issued on this date.

LXST ALLOWABLE DAT EDR D LIV R AND INSTALLATI g R NO RﬁCURBlNG SERVICES: The last
on o 1 on-recurring services

date 2 prove b{) ihe last allo &}{I a " ta H ns n _cf redurring
Yeg%ices s ways the last day o ung year t %r¥s?nﬁune §8 3669 for Funding

FeDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 4 of 6 08/15/2006
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Billed Entity Nane: ALLIRINE E§ 2§3§§EEEREEQDY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Eundlng Year: 2006

Form 471 Application Number: 5
Fomm na phppLLcation Nunber . ce3 1 2
Fundin Status: Not Eunded

Categosg of Service: Telscommuni at10n§ Servics
g?fﬁ 4 838%1catxon Numbey : 5D5520000 73700

erV|ce OV|der Tel acific Corp
0 ract um er: A€B$§~¥E§e ac
GEEIC sggogn Number- iZIE 5 5 4919
r

ontract Expxrat1on Dn e: 200
Nunber of Henths Recurrin er&{ B vided in Fundlng Year:
Annual Pre-discount Amoun | Ie ﬁecurrlng [-TH] 590 77% 80
annual Pre- d1zeount A%gﬁns on-recurring Charges: 0
re- Lscoun mo

|scount ercen aBErove the USAL

|n Cauni men Elon: _Consgr a
Ltment eC| n Explanat unding was denisd because % subftantlal
um er 8 Ee Letters o genc ther documentatlon authorizing the ing of the
orm 47 not COver the’c ent unding year.

Wg\% Ratg 08615/2006
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 03/30/2007
Eﬂnging Request guqber d6383054

Eorm9253 X §f£¥€fon ﬁuﬁﬁgﬁmm28§§§§$88§7§$ﬁg'Ce
PIN: 1430 EE

erwggt oV e?r Nane: Sprint Spectrum, L.P.

qgi; ccounB Num tr 0550715533 4

ervice Start Date {

ontract ﬁti% e 0%!3 04200
Number o ecurring Service Qrovided in. Fun Year %g
Annual scount Amoun glgi ecurring $1 $135 60
énnu |scount Egg&g\} @Rggt gr ligible Non- recurrlng arqes ]

1sc unt Percentage Approved by the USAC: N/A

e
4l Commitmeng Deci ot : 00 - Consortiun
Eﬁn%ln chmltment Declsion Expianation! Funding was denied because a substantial

umb f the Letters of Agency or other documeftation authorizin the filing of the
ornes7? Q not covar thegcu ent funding vear. ¢ go

FCDL 068/15/2006
Wave Ber 6 /

Last A Towable Date for Delivery and Enstallation for Non-Recurring Services: 0%/30/2007

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Divisien/USAC Page 5 of 6 08/15/2006
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. IN M).’TMEHT ﬁ PORT
Billed Entity Name: ALETEHC% E8M EADY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

undlng Year' 2006
Form 471 Aaﬁllcatlon Num?e532533112

Fun ln 1e test HquE:
EEQe gg ? §erV|8e Tn%ernet Access
PIN nghcat:.nn Ruaber: 605620000573700

85¥}g%t der %Tﬂ% Gaggle.net, Inc.
CcounE Nunb%):} 213 943-4919
ervice Start Date: 2006

&on%e?C Eﬁgrlltrﬁtlﬂgcﬂ?‘ri' Oglgo ovided in Fundhng Year: 500
] ediecot el fr e e

sgount Pergentl%e Aglgoved ?3 the USAC: N{Aun

tman j1on “ Cnns&r
undmng onnitT ecisicn Expl anatl un was denied bacause % s¥bftant|al
Eum gg 2 etters of, Agency Or other ocume tation authsrizing the Ing of the
orm 471 did not ¢over the curtent funding vear.

@geL ate: 08615/2006
Lasg ATTowable Date for Delivery and Installation fer Non-Recurring Services: 0%/30/2007

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 6 of 6 08/15/2006




05/17/2686 14:38 2139434931 ALLIANCE PAGE

st s o
iy - ! ™
"-\ur)(:i." -’.‘h:_»w"

The Alliance for College-Rcady Public Schools

ACRPS Heritage Academy High School
603 115" Street
-Los Angeles, CA 90061

TO: Alliance for College-Ready Public Sthools Congnrtium

Re: Letter of Agency For All Funding Years

This is to confirm our participatinn in the_Alliancs for Collsze-Ready P " [ACRPS-
Consortium] E-rate Gonsartium for the procurementof all sligible services, | heraby authotize ACRPS-
Consortium to submit FCC Form 470. FCC Form 471, and ether E-rate forms to the Schools and Libraries
Divigion of the Universal Service Administrative Company on behaif of the ACRPS Heritage Academy
HS . I understand that. in submitting these forns on our behalf. you are making sertitications for ACRPS
Heritage Avademy HS. By signing this Lerter of Agency. 1 make the following certifications:

{4} | certify that our school is a schools under the statutory definitions of elementary and sseondary schoals
found in the No Child LeftBehind Act of 2001.20 1U.5.C. §§ 7801(18) nd (38). that dn not aperats as for-
profit businesses and dv not have sndowments excecding $50 million.

(b} 1 certify that our school has/Mave seoused amcess. separataly or through this program. to all of the
resoureas, including computers. training, sofiware. internal connections. maintenance. and slectrical
capacily, neceasary touse the services purchasad effectively. | recognize that some nf the aforementioned
resources are noleligible for support. | certify that to the extent that the Billed Entity iS passing through the
non.-diseaunted charges for the services requastad under <his Latier of Agency.that the entities | represent
have secured aceess to all of the resourcas to pay Ihe non-discaunted charges for eligible services fmm
funds to which access Ras boen secured N the eurrent funding year.

(¢} | certify that our school is/ate covered by a technology plan(s} that is written. that covers all 12 manthe
of the funding year. and that kas been or will be approved by a state or other autharized body, or an SLD-
¢sttified technolagy plan spprover, prior to the commenzement of service, The plan(s) is wrigen at the
following level(s): an individual technology plan for using theservices requested in this application:
and/or X higher-level technology plan{s} for using the services requested in this application: or no
technology plan nsedad: applying for basic local. cellular. 3. andlor long distangs telephone setvise
and/or voice mail only.

{d) | certify that the setvices the school. library or district purchases at discounts provided by 47 U.8.C.§
254 will be used solaty for educational purpeses and will not be sold. resold. or transtzrrad in consideration
for money or any othee thing of value, except as permitted Dy the rulss of the Federsl Communications
Commission (Commission or FC<) at 47 C.F.R 4 54.500(et seq.).

{e) | certify that our school has wmplied with all progtam rules and | aeknowledge that failure to do so
may result in denial of discount funding andlor cancellation of funding commitments. | acknowledge that
failure to comply with program suiss could result in civil or criminal prosecution by the appropriate law
enforcemant authorities.

(f} | acknowledgethat the discount levet used for shared services is conditional. for future y#ars, upan
ensuring that the mast disadvantaged schools and librariesthet arc &eated msharing in the service, recgive
an apprepriate share of benefits from those services.

(@) | certify that I will rctain required documents for a geriod of allcast five years afterthe lastday nf
service deflvered. T certify that | will tetain all dacumtents necasssry to demonsitats compliance with the
statiie and Commission rules regarding the application for. raczipt of, and delivery of setvices receiving
schools and librarieg discounts, and that if audited. T will make such sezords availableta the Administrator.
lacknowledge that | may bs audited purswant to participation in the schonts and libraries program.

{h) T certify that 1am authoriz.ed to order telecommunicationsand other supported servizes for the eligible
entity(les) covered by this Letter of Agency. | certify that | am authorized to make this request on behalf of
the eligible entity{ies) covcred by this Latter of Agency. that | have examined this Letter. that all of the

15/28
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The Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools

ACRPS Heritage Academy High School
603115™ Street
Los Angeles, CA 90061

information on this Lettae istrue and eorrest to the best of my knowledge, that the entities that will be
recelving discounted seevicas under this Letter pursuant to this applisation have complied with the terms,
conditions and pursasss of the prngram. that no kickbacks were paid to anyone and that false statements on
thisform can be punishad by fine or forfeiture under the Communications Act. 47 U.S.C. §§ 502, 503{b},
or fine or imprisonmentunder Title 18 of the United States Code, 18U.S.C. § 1001 and civil violations of
tiw False Claims Act.

(i) T acknawledge that FCC rules provide (hat persans who have been convicted of criminal yiolatians or
held civilly liable for certain acls arising from their participation in the schools and libraries support
mechanism are subject to suspension and debarment from the program. I will institute reasonable measures
to be informed. and will notify USAC should | be infoemed ar became aware that | or any of the entities, or
any parson asaaciatad in any way with my entity and/er the entities, is convicted of a criminal violation or
held civilly liable for acts arising from their participation in the schools and libraries support mechanism.
(§) L certify, on behalf of the entities covered by this Letter of Agen<y, that any funding requests for internal
connections rervicrs. sxeept basic maintenance services. applied for in the resulting FCC Form 471
application are not in violation of the Commission requirement that eligible entities are net eligible for such
support more than twice every five funding years beginning with Funding Y=ar 2005 as required by the
Commission'srulesat 47 C.F.R. § 54.506(c).

(k) | certifythat, to the test of my knagwicdga, the non-discount portion of the sests tor eligible services
will not be paid by the service prnvider. | acknowledge thal the provision, by the provider of a supported
service. of frea serviees or products unrelated © the supported service or product constitutes a rebate of
some or all of the cost of the supported servicss,

(1) | certify that | am authorized to sign this Letter of Ageney and. to the &5t of my knowledge.
information, and belief. all infarmation provided to ACRPS-Consortiumfor E-rale submission is (rus.

ACRPS Consortiun
BEN #: 16035072

fuh

Parker Hudnut
Chief Operating Officer
Date: 12/8/2005

16/28
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FCC Form 471 Do not write in this area Approval by ow@
3060-08C
Schools and Libraries Universal Service
Description of Services Ordered and Cetfification Form471
Estimated Average Burden Hours per Response: 4 hours
vis form asks schools and libraries to list the eligible telecommunications-ralated services they have ordered and estimate the annual charges for them so that tt
Fund Administratorcan set aside sufficient support to reimburse previders for services.
Please read instructionsbefore beginning this application. (You can also file online at www.sl.universaiservice.org.)
The instructionsinclude information on the deadlines for filing this application.
Applicant's Form |dentifier laald71vat 471 Applicati 533112
]Egr';:a‘:?r 15"\0”" own code ta identify THIS 2@ ydte (I% oy assgne&) Byl %%H]?nri]ﬁrator)
lock 1: Billed Entity Information (The 'Billed Entity" is the entity paying the bilts for the service listed on this form.}
Name of
la Billed Entity ALLIANCE FOR COLLEGE-READY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
25 funding Year JulY - 5006 Through June 30: 2007 Billed Entity Number:16028461
Street Address,
4a P.C.Box, 523 WEST 6TH STREET SUITE 1234
or Routing Number
City LOS ANGELES
State CA Zip Code 90014
p lelephone 213-843-4930 ¢ Fax Number =
Number
5a Type_ Of_ I IindividualSchwi (individual public or non-public school)
Application I- School District(LEA; public or nen-public [e.g. diocesan] lacal district representing multiple schoois)
l- Library { including library system, library outlst/branch or library consortium as defined under LSTA)
F" Consortiuerheck here if any members of this consortiumare ineligible or non-governmentai entities)
6 contact
Person's Parker Hudnut
Name
First, ifthe Contact Person's Street Address is the same as in item 4, check thio box. __ If not, piease complete the entries for the Street Address beio:
Street Address,
b P.O. Box. 523 WEST 6TH STREET SUITE 1234
or Routing Number
City LOS ANGELES
State CA Zip Code 90014
- ¢ Telephone Number 213-943-4930 ™ d FaxNumber 866-801-8667
¥ & E-mail Address erate.laai@leamingtech.org
f Holiday/vacation/summer
contact information Mark Miller or Don Peck 650-598-0105, same email

http:/ fwww.sl.universalservice.org/FY3_Form471/FY8_47 1Printinfo.asp?Form47 11D=533112&ExtDisplay471Block=1 Page 1of 8
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02/16/2006 12:52 PM

Page 1of 7 FCC Form 471 -November 2004

047001010

ntity Number 16028461 Applicant's Formldentifier laal471yvate

ontact Person  Parker Hudnut Phone Number 213-943-4930

his informatlon will facilitate the processing of your applications. Please complete all rows that apply to services for which you are requesting discounts. Complate
iis information on the FIRST Form 471 you file, to encompass this and all other Forms 471 you will file for this funding year. You need not complete this

ifermation on subsequent Forms 471. Provide your best estimates for the services ordered acress ALL of your Forms 471
ichools/school districts complete Item 7. Llbrarleacomplete Item 8. Consortla complete Item 7 and/or Item 8.

lock 2 Impactof Services Ordered on Schools

IFTHIS APPLICATION INCLUDES SCHOOLS... BEFORE ORDER AFTER ORDER

7a  Number of students to be served

1152

b Telephone service: Number of classrooms with phone service

0

d Direct broadband services: Number of buildings served at the following speeds:
Between 10 rmbps and 200 rnbps

10

e Direct connectionsto the Internet: Number of drops

78

234

f  Number of classrooms with Internet access

34

91

g Number of computers or other devices with Internet access

110

300

lock 3 Impactof Services Ordered on Libraries
IF THIS APPLICATION INCLUDES LIBRARIES... BEFORE ORDER

AFTER ORDER

7a  Number of studentsto be served

NO DATA

Worksheet C No: 809122 Entity Count: 10

Sum. Discount (Sum. Column 3): 900% Shared Dlscount: 90%

1. School Name: ALLIANCE FOR COLLEGE-READY PUBLIC SCHOOLS/MAIN OFFICE/ADMIN

2. Entity Number: 16028462 3. Discount: 90%

1 School Name: COLLEGE READY MIDDLE ACADEMY

2. Entity Number: 16028602 3. Discount: 90%

1 School Name: COLLEGE-READY ACADEMY HIGH SCHOOL

2. Entity Number: 16028463 3. Discount: 90%

1. School Name: COLLEGE-READY ACADEMY HIGH SCHOOL #4

2. Entity Number: 16035075 3. Discount: 90%

1 School Name: COLLEGE-READY ACADEMY HIGH SCHOOL #5

http:/ /www.sl.universalservice.org /FY3_Form471/FY8_47 1Printinfo.asp?Form47 1ID=533112&ExtDisplay47 1Block=1
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2. Entity Number: 16035077 3. Discount: 90%

1 School Name: COLLEGE-READY ACADEMY HIGH SCHOOL #86
2. Entity Number: 16035078

3. Discount: 90%

1 School Name: COLLEGE-READY MIDDLE ACADEMY #2

2. Entity Number: 16035080 3. Discount 90%

1 School Name: HERTIAGE COLLEGE-READY ACADEMY HIGH SCHOOL #3

2 Entity Number: 16035072 3 Discount: 90%

1. School Name: HUNTINGTON PARK COLLEGE READY ACADEMY HIGH SCHOOL

2 Entlty Number: 16028603 3 Discount: 90%

1 School Name: MATH AND SCIENCE SCHOOL
| 2 Entity Number: 16035082

3. Discount: 90%

Block 5: Discount Funding Request(s)

FCDL Date:

10. Orlglnal FRN:

11. Category of Service: Telecommunications
Service

12. 470 Application Number: 605620000573700

13. SPIN: 143020136

14. Service Provider Name: U.8. TelePacific Corp
dba TelePacific Communications

15a. Non-Contracted tariffed/Month to Month
Service:

15b. Contract Number: ACRPS-Telepacific

15¢, Covered under State Master Contract:

15d. FRN from Previous Year:

16a. Billing Account Number: (213)943-4919

16b. Multiple Billing Account Numbers?:

17. Allowable Contract Date: 02/06/2006

18. Contract Award Date: 02/16/2006

19a. Service Start Date: 07/01/2006

19h. Service End Date:

FRN: 1482663

20. Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2009
21 Attachment #: Y9

22 Block 4 worksheet No, 809122

23a_Monthly Charges: $7,564.80

23 Ineligible monthly am__ $.00

23¢. Eligible monthly amt.: $7,56

23 Number of months of service: 12

23e. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible recurring c

(23¢ x 23d): i

$.00

23f. Annual non-recurring (one-time) charges:

R3g. Ineligible non-recurring 1t $.00

23h. Annual pre-discount amount for_ellgible non-recurring charges (23f - 23g): $0.00

231 Total program year pre-aiscount amount ( 23 + 23t) $90 778 8

23i % discount {from Block 4): 90

23k. Funding Commitment Request { 231 x 23j): $81,700.92

F CDL Date:

10. Orlginal FRN:

11. Category of & Telecommunications

[12. 470 Application Number: X
|

13. SPIN: 143006742

[14. Service Provider Name: Sprint Spectrum, L.I

M15a. Non-Contracted tariffed/Month to Month
IService: ¢

. Contract Number: MTM

15¢. Covired under State Master Contract: Y

15d. FRN from Previous Year:

IFRN: 1483054
IService
16a. Billi ig Account Number: 0560718583 «

16b. Multiple Billing Account Numbers?:

http: / /www.sl.universalservice.org/FY3_Form471/FY8_47 LPrintinfo.asp?Form4711D=533112&ExtDisplay471Block=1
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17. Allowable Contract Date: 0210612006

8. Contract Award Date:

19a, Service Start Date: 07/01/2006

19h. Service End Date: 06/30/2007

20. Contract Expiration Date:

21. Attachment #: ACRPS-Sprint-TC-Y8

22. Block 4 Worksheet No.: 809122

23a. Monthly Charges: $13,011.30

23b. Ineligible monthly amt.: $.00

23c. Eligible monthly amt.: $13,011.30

3d. Number of months of service: 12

23e. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible recurring charges ( 23c¢ x 23d): $156,135.60

$.00

23f. Annual non-recurring {one-time} charges: 23g. Ineligible non-recurring amt.: $.00

23h. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible non-recurring charges { 23f - 23g): $0.00

23i. Total program year pre-discount amount ( 23e + 23h): $156,135.60

23]. % discount {from Block 4}: S0

23k. Funding Commitment Request { 23

i x 23)): $140,522.04

FRN: 1483209 FCDL Date:

10. Original FRN:

11. Category of Servlce: Internet Access

112.470 Application Number: 605620000573700

13. SPIN: 143024051

14. Service Provider Name: Gaggle.net, Inc.

15a. Non-Contractedtariffed/Month to Month 15b. Contract Number: 214088

Iservice:
15¢. Covered under State Master Contract: 15d. FRN from Previous Year:
16a. Billing Account Number: 213-943-4919 16b. Multiple Billing Account Numbers?:

17. Allowable Contract Date: 02/06/2006

18. Contract Award Date: 02/16/2006

19a. Service Start Date: 07/01/2006

[19b. Service End Date:

20. Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2007

21. Attachment #: ACRPS-Gaggle-Y9

22. Block 4 Worksheet No.: 809122

3a. Monthly Charges: $368.75

23b. Ineligible monthly amt.: $.00

23¢. Eligible monthly amt.: $368.75

23d. Number of months of service: 12

23e. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible recurring charges ( 23c x 23d): $4,425.00

R

3f. Annual non-recurring (one-time} charges: lzsg. Ineligible non-recurring amt.: $.00

23h. Annual pre-discount amount for eligible non-recurring charges ( 23f - 23g): $0.00

23i. Total program year pre-discount amount ( 23e + 23h): $4,425.00

23j. % discount (from Block 4): 90

23k. Funding Commltment Request { 231 x 23]): $3,882.50

02/16/2006 12:52 PM

Block 6: Certlflcations and Signature

Application 1D:533112

Do not write in this area

Entity

Applicant's Form laald71y9te

Number 18028451

Contact Parker
il Person dudngf

Identifier

Phone Number

4930
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Bbock 6. Certifications and signature

24-|~7;) cz:;‘lry that the entities listed in Blogk 4 of this application are eligible for support because they are: (check one or
0
schools under the statutory definitions of elementary and secondary schools found inthe No Child Left Behind
a. W Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. $ecs. 7801(18) and (38}, that do not operate as for-profit businesses, and do not have
endowments exceeding $50 million: andlor
b. [“libracies or library consortia eligible for assistance from a State library administrative agency underthe Library
Services and Technology Act of 1996 that do not operate as for-profit businesses and whose budgets are
completely separate from any schools including, but not limitedto elementary. secondary schools, colleges, or
universities

25.]¥ certify that the entity | represent or the entities listed on this application have secured access, separately or
through this program, to all of the resources, including computers. training, software, internal connections.
maintenance, and electrical capacity, necessary to use the services purchased effectively. | recognize that some of
the aforementioned resources are not eligible for support. | certify that the entities | representor the entities listed in
this application have secured access to all of the resourcesto pay the discounted charges for eligible services from
funds to which access has been secured in the current funding year. | certify that the Billed Entity will pay the non-
discount portion of the cost of the goods and services to the service provider{s).

Total funding year prediscountamount on this Form471 (Add the entities

from item 231 0n all Block 5 Discount Funding Requests.) $251,339.40

p- Total funding commitment request amount on this Form471 (Add the $226,205.46
entities from Items 23K on all Block 5 Discount Funding Requests.)
C Total applicant nondiscount share (Subtract Item25b from Item 25a.) $25,133.94
d Total budgeted amount allocated to resources not eligible for E-rate $566,273.06
' support

Total amount necessary for the applicantto pay the non-discount share of
the services requested on this application AND to secure access to the

€. resources necessaryto make effective use of the discounts. (Add Items $591,407.00
25¢ and 25d.)

t [T Check this box if you are receiving any of the funds in Item 25e directly
) from a service provider listed on any Forms471 filed by this Billed Entity
for this funding year, or if a service providerlisted on any of the Forms 471
filed by this Billed Entity for this funding year assisted you in locating funds
in ltems25e.

26.Jv | certify that all of the schools and libraries or library consortia listed in Biock 4 of this application are covered by
technology plansthat are written. that cover ali 12 months of the funding year, and that have been or will be
approved by a state or other authorized body, and an SLD-certified technology planapprover, prior to the
commencement of service. The plans are written at the following ievel(s):

b. {¥ higher-leveltechnology plan(s) for using the services requested in this application; or
c. ¥ notechnology plan needed; applying for basic local, cellular, PCS, andlor long distance telephone service andlor
voice mail only.

a. Ean individual technology plan for usingthe services requested in this application; andlor

27.JV#1 certify that | posted my Form470 and (if applicable) made my RFP available for at least 28 days before
considering all bids received and selecting a service provider.| c e tiithat all bids submitted were carefully
considered and the most cost-effective service offering was selected. with price beingthe primary factor
considered, and is the most cost-effective means of meeting educational needs and technology plan goals.

M

28.[7 certify that the entity responsiblefor selecting the service provider(s) has reviewed ail applicable FCC. state, and
local procurement/competitive bidding requirements and that the entity or entities listed on this application have
complied with them.
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¢ rify that the services the applicant purchases at discounts provided by 47 U.S.C. Sac. 254 will be used solely
for educational purposes and will not be sold, resold, or transferred in consideration for money or any other thing of
value, except as permitted by the Commission's rules at 47 C.F.R. 3ec. 54.500(k). Additionally, | certi y the r

Billed Entity has not receive d anythingof vah e orapromiszof any hirg >f adue # t &3 1d
equipment t 4 1uthis form, fromthe  ic ide (:)¢ 1 representative or agent f or any
consultant in connection with thi it fc  services.

¥ certify that 1 and the entity(ies) | represent have complied with all pragram rules and | no g thatfail to
sor ¢y til denlal of discount funding andfor cancellation of funding commitments. There are signed

contracts covering all of the 2 listea » 1iis Form4 " except for those services provided under non-
rac 1 tariffed n ¥ t o 5. | acknowledge that failure to [ Wwith programrules could

result in civil or criminal prosecJtion &t th appropriate law enforcement authorities.
i vec thatthediscount  lu:  for shared services is conditional, for future years, upon ensuring that
the most disadvantaged schools and libraries that aret at dasilz irginth i receive an appropriate
snare of penefits  m those services.

L i that | will retain required documents for a period of at least five years after the last day of service delivered.
i 'y that | will retain all documents necessan to dem> st ite cc mpli; withth titv e avl 0 nisic  les

regarding t e application for, receipt of, and delivery of services recsiving schools and libraries discounts, and that
if audited | will make such records available to the Administrator | acknowledge that | ma y be audited pursuant to
participal  in tt hoolt  ilibrari  program.

WV fy th: | am authorized to order tel it | tr tE t dservices for the eligible entity(ies)
listed on this application. { certify that | am authorized to submit this request on behalfof the @ b ¢ es
listed on this application, that | it dthie 3 Lttt d Il of the information on this form is true and
correct to the best of my knowledge 1 the sth: u receiving discounts pursuant to this application have
c pli 4 ithtt t . conditions and purposes of thi | og that no kickbacks v e id to anyone and th t

false statements on this form can be punished by fine or forfeiture under the Communications Act, 17 U.S.C. S»
502, 503(b), or fine or imprisonment under the Title 18 of th Ur t:d States Code, 1811.8.C 3 ¢ |0 1 and civil
violations of the False Claims Act.

LIV acknowledge that FCC rules provide  tg t have been convicted of criminal violations or held civilly
liable for certain acts arising from their participation in the schools and libraries support mechanism are subject ta
i i1 debarment from the program. | ill institute reasonable measuresto kb iifc € I, 1 will notify

C should | be informed or become aware ha | or amy of the entities listed on this ap lic a ion, or any person
associated in any way with my entity and/or entities listed on this application, is convicted of a criminal violation ¢
held civilly liable for act  itin fromtt :it  ti:i & in the schools and libraries support ~ :h i

.01 certify that ifz / of th lig Re} ¢ this Form 71 are for discounts for products or services that contain
ofl eligible r ineligible components,t a | ave allocated the cost of the contract to eligible and ingligible
companies as required by the Commission's rules at 47 C.F.R £ 54 504(g)(1).{2

5.V 1 certify that this funding 3 de it tih  arequest for internal connections services, fth
ot i@ > 5 in violation of the Commission requirement that eligible entities are not eligible for such

support more than twice every five funding vears beginning with Funding Year 2005 as required t  th
Commission's rules at 47 C.F.R. Sec. 50

7. W1 certify that the r  -cisco 1 portion of the costs for eligible services will not be paid by the service pravider. The
di ts £ igib fic 3 feat onttis Form 47 are net of any rebates or discounts offered by the
el ke ) ¢e | acknowledge that, for the purpose of this rule, th ¢ ssic 1, by the provider of a supported

el i e of free services or products unrelated to the supported service or product constitutes a rebate of some or
all of the cost of the supported services.

38. igt tre of aut a person 38.8i t Date

40. Printed name of authorized person
Parker Hudnut

41. Title or position of authorized person
Chief Operations Officer
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42a. Street Address, P.Q Box or Route Number
523 West 6th Street

Suite 1234
City, State Zip Code
Los Angeles, CA 90014

42b. Telephone number of authorized person:
{(213) 9434930
42¢. Fax numberof authorized person:
(866) 601-8667
42d. E-mail of authorized person:
erate.laal@learningtech.org
42e Name of authorized person's employer
Alliance for College-Ready Public Schools
The Americans with Disabilities Act, the Individualswith Disabilities Education Act and the Rehabilitation Act

may impose obligations on entities to make the services purchased wlth these discounts accessible to and
usable by people with disabilitles.

NOTICE: Section 54.504 of the Federal Communications Commission's rules requires alt schools and libraries orderin;
services that are eligible for and seeking universal service discountsto file this Services Ordered and Certification
Form (FCC Form471) with the Universal Service Administrator. 47 C.F.R.§ 54.504. The collection of information stem!
from the Commission'sauthority under Section 254 of the CommunicationsAct of 1934, as amended. 47U.S.C. § 254.
The data in the reportwill be used to ensure that schools and libraries comply with the competitive bidding requiremen
contained in 47C.F.R. § 54.504. All schoolsand libraries planningto order services eligible for universal service
discounts must file this form themselvesor as part of a consortium.

IAn agency may not conduct or sponsor. and a person is not required to respond to, a collection of information unlessii
displays a currently valid OMB control number.

The FCC is authorized under the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, to collect the informationwe request in
this form. We will use the informationyou provide to determine whether approving this application is in the public
interest. Ifwe believe there may be a violation or a potential violation of any applicable statute, regulation, rule or ordei
your application may be referred to the Federal, state, or local agency responsiblefor investigating, prosecuting,
enforcing, or implementingthe statute, rule, regulation or order. In certain cases, the informationin your application
may be disclosed to the Departmentof Justice or a court or adjudicative body when (a) the FCC; or (b) any employee
of the FCC; or (c) the United States Government is a party of a proceeding before the body or has an interestin the
proceeding. in addition, consistent with the Communications Act of 1934, FCC regulations and orders, the Freedom of
information Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552, or other applicable law, information provided in or submitted with this form or in
responseto subsequent inquiries may be disclosed to the public.

Ifyou owe a past due debt to the Federal government, the informationyou provide mayalso be disclosed to the
Departmentof the Treasury Financial Management Service. other Federal agencies and/or your employer to offset
your salary, IRS tax refund or other paymentsto collectthat debt. The FCC may also provide the informationto these
agencies through the matching of computer records when authorized.

Ifyou do not provide the informationwe request on the form, the FCC may delay processing of your application or may
retum your application without action.

The foregoing Notice is required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. Pub. L. No. 104-13.44 U.S.C. § 3501, et
seq.

Public reporting burdenfor this collection of information is estimated to average 4 hours per response, includingthe
time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintainingthe data needed,
completing, and reviewingthe collection of information. Send comments regardingthis burden estimate or any other
aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing the reporting burdento the Federal
CommunicationsCommission, Performance Evaluation and Records Management, Washington, DC 20554.

Please submit this form to:

SLD-Form 471
P.O. Box 7026
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471 \nformation

Lawrence, Kansas 66044-7026 l

For express delivery services or U.S. Postal Service, Return Receipt Requested,
rnail this form to: '

ATTN: SLD Form 471 |
3833 Greenway Drive

Lawrence, Kansas 66046
(888) 203-8100

1997 - 2006 @, Universal Service Administrative Company, All Rights Reserved
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